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— 1 1 appear that Water- Baptiſm was never end 2 God, 
but either only, or chiefly, for an Introduffory or Planting Ordinance, 
i. e. to attend the Goſpel for à time, at its ſinſt Reception by a — 
until it ſhould get ſome Root ing among em, not for 4 ſtanding Ordi 
nance in one and the ſame place; whereof good reaſon nig bt be given, 
&c, ſays Ar. John Goodwin. Water Bp 38 Woti for 
. p. 30. e 
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£ Orc; Whetber Chriſtian Baptiſm was in- i 
© *.zended by out Lord Feſus,Chriſt, for ſuch i 
4s deſcend from Chriſtian Parents, and are 
born in the Church; or only for ſuch as 
become Proſelytes to Chriſtianity from an 
. Infidel State? 4 * * 


# 
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AM ſenſible it will be leok'd: on as a great Preſumptionz 4*1 
to call into queſtion a Practice that has ſo long and ſo ge- 
nerally obtain'd among 3 Churches, as has the 
Practice of baptizing the Poſterity of Chriſtians, whe- 
- ther in their Infant or Adult Eſtate; and upon which 
ſo many reſt their Confidence, as on a moſt glorious Privilege, 
and mighty Means of their Salvation; But as I am one who 
admit no Plea of Preſcription againſt Truth, fo ſhall 1 judg it 
a ſufficient Defence againft all ſuch popular and weak Argu- 
ments, if once it can be made appear, that from the beginning it 
was not ſo praftis'd, nor ordain'd, And tho I do not poſitively aſs. 
ſert, that according to the original Inſtitution of Jeſus Chriſt, * 
none bat ſuch as came out of Infidelity were ta be bapriz'd, yet 
I profeſs I very much queſtion Whether it were flot ſo; and 
thexefore deſire a fair Solution of the Difficultys which I ap- 
rehend are not duly conſider'd, by them who plead; for the 
aptiſm of ſuch as are born of and educateg under Chriſtian 
Parents. r T 
The great Ground of this my Doubt ariſes from that funda- 
mental Proof of Infant- Baptiſin, taken from the Uſe of Baptiſm 
among the Jews, by which Proſelytes were wont to be initiatee 
as tis ſet forth in Mr. Vals Hiſtory of Baptiſm (Which has put me 
upon this Eſſay) and many others before him. 
Tis well argu'd by the Learned Pedobaptifts, that our Saviour s 


Command to baptize, being general, muſt in all reaſon deen 
s'd to mean, that it ſhould be done accagding to the known 
ommon Pradtice of Baptiſm (if there were any ſuch 8 
which his Diſciples well underſtood, and had been acquainted 
with, Otherwiſe it had been moſt neceſſary for our Lord Jeſus # 
to have made ſuch exceptions from the general Method of Prac- 
tice, and ſuch new Rules as his Diſciples were tb obſerve, and 
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= {| which they could not learn without ſome farther Direction, 8 
ttuan his general Command to go and baptize. For our Saviour \ 
_ '  gquly bids them Go and baptize all Nations, &c. Mat. N 09- he adds t 
l not on word of Limitation or ſpecial. Dire&ioh about the Sub- c 
5 . ze#s of Baptiſm. So that if the Jews had been accuftom'd (as c 
| Mr. Wai aſſerts, and with very probable reaſqqg_ too) to diſcipie £ 
" Infidels, whether Infants or Adult, by baptizing them intò their | 2 
Communion; there is no juſt doubt ta be made, but that our . 5 
Lord, ſpeaking among Fews, and bidding them, Go and diſciple * "WF t: 
4 Nations, beige them; did leave em to underſtand it of their 1 
pPractiſing it under the like Rules, and upon the like Subjects, as 10 
Was uſpal among the Fews already. Twas indeedto be a Bap- b 

tim into another Religion, and to be extended to all Nations; 
} Hut no other Exception was made from the known Rules of 0 
Baptiſm: and there fore Mr. Wall, in his Introduction, has upon this C 
. very Principle built his Argument, and very ſtrongly infers, I: 
that Infants are the due Subjects of Chriſtian Baptiſm, becauſe ti 
they were ſo of the Fewiſh, q, - = . 1 | 0¹ 
Nor can I ſee any room left for a modeft and ingenuous De- th 
nial of the Inference, ſuppoſing the Premiſes to be true, viz. fe 
That Baptiſm of Proſelytes and their Infant-Children was an th 
-uſual and known Practice among the Fews in our Saviour's Days al 
„on earth. I muſt confeſs I cannot ſee any Argument for Ti 
Infant-Baptiſm ſo forcible as this, taken from the Practice of al 


\baptizing Fewiſh Proſelytesz nor does Mr. Wall ſeem to me, to rely 
on any other, without this. How Mr. Wall can reconcile Infant- 
'// Baptiſm to the Method and O ffice for Baptiſm, preſcrib'd' by 
the Churchof England, is another queſtion ; by which the Child 
Is ſuppos'd to be a Believer, and by its Suretys does profeſs, I 
believe, and I deſire to be baptix d; which an Infant not grown up 
to Underſtanding will not eaſily be ſuppos'd capable ß ſo that 
it ſeems tacitly to be intended only for actual Believers: and by 
this one Conceſſion, great Advantage is afforded, and ſome 
think the Cauſe is in effect given up to the Antipadobaptiſts, who 
'plead only for Believers Baptiſm. But this is only an Argument 
| ad hominem, or againſt the Church, and. weakens not the Cauſe 
of Infant-Baptilm in general, which is ſo well eftabliſh'd upon 
1 His main Topick, viz. the antient Fewiſh Practice of baptizing In- 
fant-Proſelytes; and which I ſuppoſe Mr. Wall is more concern'd 
to defend, than the Office of a particular Church, tho ever fo 
well conſtituted, | nad 
I know the Antipedbbaptiſts do not admit the Evidence to this 
Practice of - Zewiſh Baptiſm in our Saviour's time; but I think 
 _ '3mpartially, that Mr. Wall, after others, has made it highly pro” 
ba ble at leaft, from very many Teſtimonys of the Jewiſh,Wri- 
ters, who, I thinkwithout any one diffenting Voice, allow the 
|» Fatt, And tho the Teftimonys be from Fews ſince Chriſt's time 
e not having any of their moxe antient Writings, except the 
| 5-2 APE a 7 " * ." 44  »* 0*®- Sacret) 


— -” 


the Negative. The Pr 


| already of the true Church and Faith, and therefore without 


| ſo much more fignification than other Ceremonys, which they +3 


| this Cuftom, whilſt ſo many affirm it, nor one of them who 
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Sacred) yet fincethey who beſt knew their own X raditions that 1 
were current among them, and eſpecially a viſihle open mat- 
ter of Fact, this of Baptiſm was, and bm whom only one 
can hope to underſtand theiffown Hiſtory Facts, not recor- | 
ded expreſſy in Scripture; ſince they, I ſay, de unanimouſly as, * 
-gree in this matter of Fact, I take it to be a Teſtimony of very | 
great force, and not to beMlighted by ſuch as cannot ſay halt à 
quarter ſo much, indeed 9 ſay nothing at all, for proof of 
tence of Rabbi Aliezar's denying any. 
ſuch Cuſtom among the Jens, taken from Sir Norton Knatchbul, 
is ſufficiently. expos'd at the end of Mr. Vallis Introduction ; 
being indeed no Denial of ſuch a Practice at all. 3 
And indeed beſides the mention of a Jewiſh Baptiſm by Tome © 
of the antient ,Chriſtian Writers, to which they®ppoſe the 
Chriſtian Baptiſm; *tis hard to be deny'd, that there is a broad 
Intimation, even in the Goſpel it ſelf, of Wch a known Prac- 
tice among the ems in John the Baptiſt's time, in that queſtion - ,; 
of the Phariſces, John 1. 25. Why baptizeſt thou then, if thou be not If 
the Chriſt, nor Elias, nor a Prophet? They wonder'd not at pros 
ſelyting by Baptiſm ; for they ask'd not, What meaneſt thou bx 
this Action? as they had probably done, had it been a novel 
and ſtrange Ceremony; but only they demand by what Autho- 
rity he thus made Proſelytes, i. e. among the eme, who were 


* 


= 
N 


ſome new Diſpenſation (for eſtabliſhing whereof there needed 
at leaſt ſome. great Prophet) he could have no Authority to 
baptize or proſelyte among the Fews. They ſpeak as if they 
knew ſuch Baptiſm to be of that great importance, that none 
but one authoriz'd to introduce a new State of Religion, might 
authorize this Practice of it. How come they to efteem it of 


ſcrupled not to admit upon leſs Authority than of a great Pro- 
Phet? I ſuppoſe *twas becauſe they had been accuſtom'd to 
ſuch a ſolemn Uſe of it, as that of proſelyting Perſons to the 
true Religion. 0 | | >< +» 
I own this is not expreſly nor demonſtratively to be ſhewn 
from the Text; but I ſee no Senſe of it ſo fair and natural as 
this. And therefore taking this only for a ſtrong Preſumption, 
added to the former Teſtimonys, for the antient Prattice of Bap- 
tiſm among the Fews, I think that all taken together, ties the 
Argument ſo hard, that the Antipsd»baptiſts cannot ſolve it, nor 
offer half ſo many Probabilitys.either from Reaſon or Teſtimo- 
nys, againſt this Matter of Fact, as are brought for it; I mean 
for the Uſe of baptizing Proſelytes into the Fewiſh Religion: 
ſince they can neither find one antient Jewiſh Writer who denies 


own the Uſe of Proſelyte-Baptiſm at all, that ever denics it to 
have extended to Infants, as well as to others. 1 


Eſpecially 
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greater weight, 


this was never deny'd by the Chriftian Church, 


moſt likely, 1 leave any one to judg. For my own part, I am 
much more ready to believe their own Teftimonys to the An- 
tiquity of that Practice, as being antecedent to Chriſt's Infti- 
tution of Baptiſm, as their Paſchal Poſt-cenium was to his other 
Infticution of the Lord's Supper. . 

But then, if theſe Premiſes be true, and the Inference for 
P edobaptiſm be juſt, both which Mr. Val ſtrenuouſly maintains; 
I cannot ſee but another Inference will be equally juſt, tho not 
ſo grateful to Mr. Wall, viz. That then none of the Poſterity of 


_ Chriſtians deſcended from baptiz'd Parents or Anceftors, in a 


continu'd Chriſtian Line, not interrupted by open Apoſtacy 
from Chriftianity, are bound by Chriſt's Inftitution to be bap- 
tiz d. And fo both Pado- and Antipedobaptiſts will be in great mea- 
ſure filenc'd at one blow. 


To make this appear, we muſt conſider that Mr. ,als and 
the Pedobaptiſts Argument hence for Infant-Baptiſm, has no 


force but upon this ground alone, viz. that our Lord Jeſus giv- 
ing his Command to baptize in general, without any Caveat or 
Limitation, did leave his Apoſtles to apply Baptiſm to all the 
ſame Subjects as the Fews were wont to do; and therefore to 
Infants as wel! as to others. And it will be ſaid, that for the 


lame reaſon he Chriſtian Baptiſm was to have no other Subj 
| "ha 
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' Eſpecially are. theſe Teſtimonys of the Jewiſh Writers of 
| bene this very Practiee which they report to | 

have been of ſo antient a date, did ftill remain among em: for 
I muſt confeſs, that if it had not been of that Antiquity which 
it pretends to, viz. before Chriſt's time; I cannot ſuppoſe it 
would ever have become a Cuftom among the Fews afterward 
Would they begin to proſelyte Perſons to their Religion by 
Baptiſm in imitation of the Diſciples of Fejus of Nazareth, 
uv hom they held accurſed ? They would never ſo far own him, 
as to bring in a new Inftitution in conformity to his Command; 
which Innovation among them could not but be taken great 
notice of, and tis likely would have been obſerv'd and remark'd 
* by ſome Writer, Jewiſh or Chriftian.® *Tis of no force to ſay, 
that the latter Jews might pretend Baptiſm to have been an 
old Practice among their Nation, on purpoſe that the Chriſ- 
tian Religion might be thought to borrow from theirs ; ſince 
. We know 
that Chriſtians are but engrafted into their Olive-Tree, of which 
they were the natural Branches; and that we are built on the 
Foundation of their Prophets, Rom. 11. Eph. 2. 20. that Chrift in- 
ſtituted his Supper after the manner of the Poſt-cenium, at the 
Paſchal Supper of the Jews, and borrow'd many Cuſtoms from 
that Church. Chriſtians ſuffer nothing by owning this, nor 
was there any Contention about it to prompt the Jews to forge 
an Evidence in the Caſe. So that if this Proſelyte-Baptijm were 
taken ap by them ſince Chriſt's time, it muſt have been a mere 
Innovation. in imitation of Chriſtians; which whether that be 
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han the Jewiſh Baptiſm had, which was never apply'd to any 


of the Offspring of Believers, born in the Church. For Mr. 


Wall has fully prov'd, by the ſame Authority which evidences 
their Cuſtom to baptize Infant-Proſelytes, that the Fews never did 
baptize any that were born of Parents who were proſelyted be- 
fore ; and that *twasa Maxim among them, Filius baptizati ha- 
/ tur pro baptixato; i. e. The Child born of one -baptiz'd, is accounted 
40 one baptix d himſelf. It ſeems that the one Sandjfication of the 


parents was to them and their Iſſue, unleſs they cut off the En- 


tail by their Apoſtacy to Infidelity. 

So that if our Lord left his Diſciples to practiſe according to 
the known eftabliſh'd Rules of the Jews, it follows that he no 
more allow'd em hereby to add any new Subjects of Baptiſm, 


ix. ſuch as the Offspring of Believers, than to bar any of the 


former allow'd Subjects of it; i. e. the Infant-Proſelytes born in 


he Uncleanneſs of Infidelity. If Mr.Wai's Argument be good, 
t leaves the Caſe, as to the Subjects of Baptiſm, juſt as it was 


before: ſince there is no more warrant from Chriſt's Inſtitution 
o add, than to diminiſh; or to baptize born Members of the 
hurch, than to cut off the Infants of new Proſelytes. 
Nay, if we conſider well Chriſt's Commiſſion to baptize, it 


eems directly to reſpect only the Proſelytes from Intidelitys 
Mat. 28. 19. Go diſciple (i. e. proſelyte, ſays Mr. Vall) all Nations, 


baptizing them. T was upon their going to convert the unbeliev- 
ng Gentiles, that they were empower'd to ba ptize em; ſo that 
here there is no more proſelyting, there may ſeem to be no 
ore baptizing intended. And as none, I think, can pretend 
that the Jews by Nature were accounted Proſelytes among the 
Fews; ſo neither can ſuch as are born and educated in the 


Ihriſtian Church, and of Chriſtian Parents, be counted Chriſ- 
ian Proſelytes. How then come the Poſterity of Proſelytes to 


de the 1 of Baptiſm now, among us Chriſtians, if they 
vere not ſo among the Fews z when at the ſame time the Cuſ- 


om and Practice of the Fews is own'd to be the Rule of Chriſt 


or the Practice of Baptiſmamong Chriſtians ? 

So that Mr. Wall muſt either allow, that Baptiſm may ceaſe 
mong Chriſtian Churches where no Converts from Infidelity 
ome in, and ſo yield the Cauſe to the Socinians ; or if he ſtill 
plead for the baptizing the Offspring of Chriſtians, he muſt 
wn that he goes quite off from his own Principles, and can 
ever juſtify it by the Jewiſh Practice of Baptiſm ; and ſo gives 
p his fundamental Argument for Infant-Baptiſm, after he had 


aken pains to eftabliſh it. And to what purpoſe does he call 


ne Antipedobaptiſts to obſerve Chrift's Inſtitution, interpreted by 
ne known Fewiſh Practice, when he himſelf is no more guided 
y it than they? *Twill be expected that he either . reconcile 
25 1 of baptizing Chriſtians holy Poſterity, to the Jewiſh 
Bug of not baptizing the Children born of Proſelytes; or that 


he 
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His own Arguments to the contrary, 3 
The Sum of what I juſtly gather from Mr. Walls Argument 
is this; Jeſus Chriſt has requir'd his Diſciples to proſelyte and 
baptize the Nations : Now 'tis known how the Jens muſt need; 
underſtand ſuch a Precept, viz. according to their own Uſage 
which was to baptize Proſelytes and their Children born in Ink: 
delity, but not any deſcended from them: And therefore let u 
go and do likewiſe. | a 
And this ſeems to be built on good Reaſon, from the Nature 
and Deſign of Baptiſm ; which ſeems not to be intended for the 
waſhing away the Pollutions contracted in a State of Chriftiy 
nity, for then *twere uſeful to repeat it often upon Chriſtians; 
but only the Uncleanneſs of Inidelity, when Men were Alien 
to the Chriſtian Church. They who came of a polluted abo 
minable Stock, and Enemys to the Church of God, had reaſon 
to be ſymbolically purify'd by Baptiſm, hecauſe they were hel 
for profane and unclean, till naturaliz'd and engrafted into th 
Holy Church. But being thus naturaliz'd, it ſeems to be fall 
them and their Poſterity all at once. Their Defcendants' ar 
a holy Race of courſe ; for ſays the Apoſtle, F the Root be hoj, 
the Branches are alſo holy, Rom. 11. 16. there needs no new en 
grafting of the natural Branches. Waſhing is not appointed fa 
the Pure and Clean, but for the Unclean: Now the Text fay 
expreſly, that the Children of Chriſtian Parents are not unclea 
but they are holy, or pure; i.e. by being come of cleanſed hoi 
Parents, 1 Cor. 7. 14. It ſeems they are accounted' as alread 
ha ptiz d, or cleanſed in their Parents Baptiſm ; juſt agreeabl 
to the Jewiſh Maxim aboyeſaid, Tis a ftrange Inference 
ſome, that Children muſt be baptiz*d becauſe they are ſaid toi 
boly or clean, when the End of Baptiſm is to cleanſe and malt 
holy; and if the Apoftle ſays, they have that effect alread 
by being of Chriſtian Parents, what need of Baptiſm can 
ao thy where the Perſon is already politically and relative 
oly, and has all the real Cleanfing and Holineſs, that is 
be ſuppos'd to be wrought by ſuch external Rites of Purifia 
tion ? | | 
As 1 take the Antipædobaptiſis Interpretation of that laſt mel 
tion'd Text to be too forc'd, who think by being holy*is meal 
being legitimate; whereas none are ever faid in Scripture to | 
«you, Saints or Hol, merely for being not Baſtards: fo I jud 
Mr. Mall's Senſe to be no leſs violent, and as like a ſhift-to ferf 
a turn as the other. He underſtands it of a Holineſs by bein 
baptiz'd, as if the Apoſtle had ſaid, Elfe were your Children un. 
tix d, but row they are jan#ify'd by Baptiſm. But how can this be 
Conſequence of the forzgoing part of the Text? The un 
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Hieving Wife has been ſantt i d (i. e. has been baptiz d, as Mr. 
Wall expounds it) by the Husband, elſe were your Children unclean, 


(i. e. would be kept unbaptiz d) but now are they holy, or Saints; 
i. e. they are generally baptiz*d, and ſo become holy. See his Hiſto- 
ry of Inf. Bapt. p. 68. I fay tis no juſt Conſequence which he 
makes the Apoſtle to draw; nor would -it follow, that if the 


Husband do not prevail upon the unbelieving Wife to be con- 


verted and baptiz'd, that then the Children would be unbaptiz d 
becauſe tho only.the Father were a Believer, the Child might 


be brought to Baptiſm, if nothing elſe hinder: and fo in this | 


ſenſe the Children would not be unclean, tho the unbelieving 
Wife were never baptiz d. So that this is not to be taken for 
the Apoſtle's Meaning. EH | ets 

And therefore Mr. Lock's Paraphraſe, which Mr. Wall calls ab- 


ſurd, without ſhewing why, may yet ſtand viz, that by being 


holy, is meant that ſuch Children are not in the ſtate of Hea- 


thens, but born Members of the Chriſtian Church; not profane A- 
liens, but pure and natural Branches of the Commonwealth of 
Which ſeems to be all the Holineſs which 


the Chriſtian Iſrael. 
Ferom judg'd 'em capable of, when ſpeaking of this Argument, 
and allowing a relative Holineſs, ſuch as belong'd to the Veſſels 


of the Tabernacle, he adds, that nothing can be properly holy, but 


what has fenſe, and fears God, *Tis not then want of Baptiſm, 


but want of Senſe and Capacity, that hinders their being real 


Saints: and relatively they are ſuch, antecedently to any Bap- 
tiſm. Nay, they are really Saints in deſign, or to ule Tertul- 


lian's words, San#itati deſignati, deſign'd for real Holineſs : by the 
Advantage of their Birth, and in the Intention of their Pa- 
rents, and the Proſpect of a Chriſtian Education, they are the 


Expectants or the hopeful Candidates of real Piety, whether 


baptiz'd a-new or not, as far as yet appears. 


It ſtill ſtrengthens the Preſumption on this ſide, that in all 


the Hiftory of the Apoſtles and Churches in the Ads of the Apo- 
files, we find not one Inſtance of the baptizing of any, that were 
born of Chriſtian Parents, either Infants or Adult. The 
Antipedobaptiſts demand an Inſtance of any Infant being baptiz'd, 
and the Y edobaptiſis ask for an Inſtance of any Adult Perſon's 
Baptiſm, who had been born of Chriſtian Parents: but neither 
Side can produce any Evidence; no, not in all that firſt Hiſto- 
ry of the Churches, running thro a Series of near thirty Years, 
in which time multitudes, no-doubt, were born of Chriſtian 
Parents, and grown up to Maturity and Manhood: and yet not 
one of em is mention'd to be baptiz d; tho of many Proſelytes 


*tis often obſery'd. So that it looks at beſt doubtful, whether - 


any born Chriſtians, or the Seed of Proſelytes were baptiz'd, any 
more than the Seed of the | hot Proſelytes were. Nay, fince 
the baptizing the holy Seed of Proſelytes was beyond the known 
Rule and Cuſtom of the Fews, ; their Uſe of Baptiſm ; *twas 
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tne more neceſſary to have been taken notice of in that Hiſtory 


of the Acts, if the Apoſtles ſo practis d: becauſe it does not at 
all appear in Chriſt's Inſtitution, that he intended ſuch a Va- 
riation from the common Rules of the known y 
and therefore it requir'd to be made plain by the Hiſtory of the 


Apoſtles After - Practice. For if neither the original Inſtitu | 
tion of Chriſt, nor the After-Practice of the Apoſtles, do war- 
rant this conſiderable Alteration in the Practice of Baptiſmg 


I cannot ſee how it ſhould be known, or from whence Chrifs 
tians ſhould be able to infer it to be a Duty, ud 
So that upon the whole matter it muſt be own'd, that Mrs 
Wal, from the Cuſtom and Practice of the eme, has indeed 
urg'd a very ſtrong Argument againſt the Antipedobaptiſits, and 
ſhews well; that Intants along with their proſelyted Parents are 
to be enter'd into the Chriſtian Society by Baptiſm. - But then 


tis juſt as ſtrong an Argument againſt himſelf, and all thoſe 


who are for continuing Baptiſm among the Poſterity of Chriſ- 
tians. His Argument eſtabliſhes Infant-Baptiſmz but then tis 
of no Infants, nor others, but who were born in Infidelity, or 


| of Parents not Chriſtian, 


And therefore whatever weight he ſuppoſes our Lord to have 
laid upon Baptiſm in that Text, John 3. 5. it can only relate to 
ſuch as are converted from Infidelity: Nor could Nicodemuus, ag 
a Maſter in Hrael, be ſuppos'd to have underſtood him other» 
wiſe ; ſince with the ems, only ſuch were Subjects of Baptiſm. 

And now when there is ſo much appearance of force in this 
Argument, againſt the Neceſſity of repeating Baptiſm to the 


Poſterity of Chriſtians, that an honeſt Mind may well be ſup- 


pos d to be convinc'd and determin'd by it; one would wonder 
what occaſion Mr. Wall had (in his Introduction, p. 34.) for that 
poor, invidious, and, I believe, falſe Suggeſtion: ITis eaſy, ſays 
he, to gueſs what ſway d Socinus into the other Opinion, viz. his De- 
fire of aboliſhing the Doctrine of the Trinity; which *twas hard to ac- 
compliſh, fo long 4s Perſons were continually baptix d into that Faith: 
As it Socinus was againft that Trinity, which he judg'd the 
Chriſtian Baptiſm to relate to; or would have that Doctrine 
aboliſh'd, which he underſtood Baptiſm to countenance. For 
tis certain he never imagin'd, that Baptiſm into the Name of 
one, to whom all Power was given, could be a reaſonable Proof 
or chat Perion's Supreme Deity. So that *tis much more likely 
ne was xa yd by the pure Force of the Argument here inſiſted 
en, without the need of any other Prejudice. But tis hard to 
guels what ſwey'd Mr. Hall to ſuch a mean Suggeſtion ; whe» 
ther his great Prejudice, ſo oft vented againſt the Socinians, 
or his Willingneſs to make his Reader ſlip over the true reaſon 
ot Socinas & veing;of that Opinion. For it is a pretty crafty way 
of fume Wracrs, when they find their Adyerſarys produce a 
&rong Argument to ſupport their Opinion; inſtead of anſwering 

| if 
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ewiſh Practice, 


it fairly, they fall a gueſſing what elſe may biaſs them, and 
inſinuate ſome ſlender or — ſecret reaſon, when they have 
given an open and more likely reaſon for themſelves; which 
their Oppoſers find ſo troubleſom, that they had much rather 
ſtart ſome new imaginary Reaſons for them, which they think 
can better deal with. But Mr. Wall will be above this 
Method, who has obſervd (which on this occaſion comes to 
mind) that a great Stock of Learning does not always cure that nar- 
rowneſs of Soul, by which ſome are inclin'd to do any mean and ou. 
thing to favour 4 Side, or ſet up a Party, pag. 61. which is the 
heavy load he lays: fo unmercifully upon the illuſtrious Gratis, 
upon no ſufficient occaſion, I judg, if the Matter alledg'd 
were truly ſtated and confider'd. : | "0% FEY 
I know not how: early Inftances Mr. Vall or any other can give 
of the Baptiſm of Children; or the Antipædobaptiſte of the Bap- 
tiſm of any adult Perſons, that were born in Chriftianity, He 
has ſhown that all the antient Inſtances which the Antipædo- 
baptiſts bring of adult Perſons being baptiz'd,are of Perſons moſt 
probably born of unproſelyted or Infidel Parents; and that 
there is but one Inſtance (and this very obſcure and modern) to 
the contrary, viz. in Greg. Nazianzen, ſee Hiſt. p. 285. which is 
too late to be valu'd in an Inquiry after the Original Practice of 
Chriftians, being ſo late as the fourth Century. Now if Mr. Vall, | 
| 
| 


on the other hand, cannot find any Inſtances of Children of 
baptiz'd Parents, who were baptiz'd in their Infancy, in early 
Antiquity (as I think he has not pretended to do for the Two 
firſt Centurys) I think it follows hence, that there are no In- 
ſtances to be found either on one ſide or on the other; 7. e. nei- 
ther of the Baptiſm of any Adult, nor of any Infants deſcended + 
from baptiz'd Parents; which is a great Preſumption that no 
ſuch were baptiz'd: However others, both Infants and Adult, 
might be ſo, viz. among new Converts from Infidelity. & 
Even Tertullian himſeſf, tho a Man of no great Eſteem by 
Mr. WalPs Account, ſeems to me to make a difference between 
the Iſſue of Chriſtians and of Pagans, as to the needfulneſs of 
Baptiſm ; he ſays (in Mr. Walls Citation, Hi$, p. 22.) That no 
Birth, almoſt of the Heathens, is pure or clean, but that the Apoſtle has 
ſaid, the Offspring, of either Parent ſan#ifyd, are holy * willing to be 
underflood that they are deſign*d for Holineſs, and by this to Salvation; | 
otherwiſe i. e. in any other Caſe, viz. of an unclean Birth) e 
would have minded em of the Lord's Decree, Except one be born of | 
Water, he cannot enter into the Kingdom of God; that is, he ſhall not 
be holy. It ſeems Chriſt's Rule for Baptiſm was not judg'd b l 
him to extend to other than Heathens proſelyted, who ha 
that Uncleanneſs to be waſh'd away, which the Chriſtians Of- 
ſpring had not. FA | | 
And for the Fancy, that by the deſignatos ſan#itati is intended, 
that they were defign'd for Baptiſm, I ſee no ground for it at 
| B 2 all; 1 
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all; but rather that they were deſign'd for Holineſs, without a 


ny particular Baptiſm : whereas, in others, he ſuppoſes Holineſs Fews 
to be the Conſequence of it by Chriſt's Decree. e duct. 
However, be his meaning what it will, as I build not on it, this 1 
ſo I ſcarce think Mr. Vall will judg of the Primitive Practice by wiſe. 
Tertullian's Judgment or Advice, which is not very favourable braha! 
for early Infant-Baptiſm, or for appropriating the Act to the the ti 
Clergy ; eſpecially in a Buſineſs wherein he writes with ſuch Un- Ditpe 
certainty and Inconſiſtency, and was certainly in the wron eftabl 
Either in allowing the Baptiſm of Infants, or in pleading for th 2. 
delay of Baptiſm to riper Years, by ſuch Arguments as he ceſſar 
uſes ; ſo that he ſeems not to know fully what the Practice of no Cc 
the Church, or the Duty of Chriſtians was in that Affair; or ſon fo 
perhaps the Practice was not ſettled then, but wavering and 3. 
various. | a even f 
The plaineſt and fulleſt Evidence in Antiquity which Mr. Wall male ( 
brings for baptizing the Children, even of Chriftian Parents, into t 
is in St. Cyprian's time; but then there is as plain Teftimony witho! 
from that Author de Lapſis, that it was cuſtomary to give the for thi 
Euchariſt alſo to Infants: And if this was an Innovation and an ever ff 
| Error in the Adminiftration of the one Sacrament, tis no won- confid 
+ der if there ſhould be an Error as to the Application of the o- Was 
4 ther alſo. Superſtition begun to ſpread apace; and who knows cannot 
[i which began firſt, whether the communicating the Infants of Jewsh 
Chriſtian Parents, or the baptizing them? So that unleſs more made: 
gagaarly Inſtances can be given of baptizing the Offspring of pro- ſtance 
| 1 ſelyted Parents, than of communicating Infants (which Auſtin ly an a 
| 1 judg d ſo antient as to account it an Apoſtolical Tradition) I Argun 
1 don't ſee any better Authority from Antiquity for the one than Age 1n 
2 + for the other; and both may ſeem to ſtand on the ſame ground. Or into 
be antient Practice will then give vs no more true Light into in thei 
tue Apoſtolical Practice, as to Baptiſm, than it will do as to Metho 
N If the Apoſtolical Practice in the Euchariſt; if the one was cor- Oby. : 
= | rupted, why not the other? Both might poſſibly be apply'd admitte, 
= Þcyond their due bounds, and extended to wrong Subjects: Anſw 
=. when once Men plac'd more Virtue in theſe Rituals, than was larly re 
| meet, no wonder if they were fond of applying *em to more reaſon 
than was at firſt 1..tended. | the Ch 
I know Mr, Wall takes ſome notice of the Advantage, which ſuch a! 
from his Argument redounds to Socinas's Opinion, viz. of the 2 Chr 
no- neceſnñty of continuing Baptiſm to Chriſtian Poſterity; and ſequenc 
ſeems to enter ſomè Caveats againſt the Conſequence I amdraw- Childre 
ing from his way of proving Infant-Baptiſm : but he is far e muf 
— = 75 or gs this Conjequence by any thing I ©? wy 
at he has ſuggeſted. He endeavours to g. ung ot 
telling us, aha be . Practice 
> Object. 1. That there never was any Age (at leaſt ſince Abraham) the Prad 
in which the Children that were admitted into Covenant, whether of Diſciple 
| MES O74 Pee * | Fews Jews, bt 


D r 


ay ay we rg ty oper toons — ces oxce | 


"= = o = s © \ 
* S - = — * 
1 f — ADL BE I-62: APD: — . — 
= TIT nad * wa * J * mats Pe „ me Mn 23 A - — 8 ” 
* _—_ hs AE 7 — ß ¶ ⁰ͤ— ERICA TRENT INSET * 3 3 - — — —— . none: - 
by.” * * ELF n 3s Er Ne) Ie 5 ghd * N 4-5 © Wo BS IF — * A a2 Fr y 4 5 
. LD 7 * — * 1 + — 7 r bw "© : 
- Sy . a> pe . a Y * N 5 
P - * 


N 
| Ca) 
Fews or Proſelytes, had not ſome Badg of ſuch their Admiſſion. Intros 
duct. p. 53. To this Lanſwer, 1. If it was ſo before Abraham, - 
this is enough to ſhew that tis not neceſſary always to be other- 
wiſe. Many things were us d all along in the Church from 4. 
braham's time, that are laid aſide under the Goſpel; and indeed 
the time fince Abraham amounts to no more than juſt the Jewiſh 
Diſpenſation that began in Abraham, and was more compleatly 
eftabliſh'd under Moſes. | | 4 | 

2. No ſuch Badg of ſuch Admiſſion was ever in any Age ne- 
ceſſary, without a Divine Command; and therefore if there be 
no Command for ſuch Admiſhon by Badg, there is no ſuch rea- 
ſon for it as of old. But, | 2 3 

3. The matter of Fact aſſerted by Mr. Vall is not true; for 
even ſince Abraham's time, yea and ever ſince that time, the fe- 
male Children of natural Jews and Proſelytes were admitted 
into the Jewiſh Church, by virtue of their Deſcent and Birth, 
without any new Badg requir'd in order to their Admiſſion: 
for that theſe Females were wont to be admitted by Sacrifice 
ever ſince Abraham's time, nay, fince Moſes's time, Mr. Wall bas 
confidently afferted, but cannot prove; nay, that in any Age p 
it was neceſſary for them to be admitted by that Ceremony, he 
cannot ſhew ; nor did God ever require any ſuch thing. If the 
Jews had lately introduc'd ſuch a Cuſtom (which yet he has not 
made appear) *tis not to be quoted for a Precedent, orias an In- 
ſtance of the Divine Method with his Church, when *twas on- 
ly an arbitrary human Injunction at moſt. So I turn Mr. Vals 
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Argument againſt him, and ſay, That if there never was any {| 
an Age in which God did not admit divers Perſons into Covenant, 7 
id, or into his Church, without any viſible Badg of that Admiſſion | | 
to in their own Perſons, then it will not be unſutable to his former a] 
to Methods, if he ſo admit ſome under the Goſpel-Diſpenſation. Es 
. Obj. 2. He ſays, The Male Children of - Jews and Proſelytes were 
2 admitted by Circumciſion. 
= larly requir'd of them by God, and probably for ſome other 
fre reaſon (proper to their Conftitution) than admitting em into 

the Church; fince the Females were admitted without it. Let 


ch fuch a Divine Ordinance be produc'd for baptizing the Offspring 

he of Chriftians, and it ſhall ſuſhce with me, elſe there is no Con- 
nd I {<quence in it. To ſay, that becauſe the Jews circumcis'd the 

w- Children of circumcis'd Parents at God's Command, therefore 
far Ve muſt baptize the Children of baptiz'd Parents, tho contrary | 
ne | ** what was practis'd by the Jews, is quite beſides the mean- | 
ing of Chriſt's Command. For, 2, I add, That the Jews A 
Practice of Circumciſion, is not the Chriſtians Direction tor 
m) the Practice of Baptiſm ; becauſe our Lord Jeſus did not bid his 
＋ Diſciples to baptize as they were wont to circumciſe among the 
ws Jews, but to baptize as they were wont to baptize, -as Mr. Wall 
| | OWNS. 


Anſw. 1. I allow it; but then it was becauſe this was particu- 
| 
| 
| 


I anſwer, 1. That if we muſt he direſted in the uſe of ap- 
iſm, by the Advantages we imagine it may be made ſervicea- 


ub; le to, then it ſeems as neceſſary that we often repeat our Bap - 
ian Wiſmn, to revive our Obligation, after many years are paſt, and 
rich Ine freſh ſenſe of that Solemnity is worn off. So that this Ar- 


rument (unleſs the Divine Command makes a Difference) has 
3 much force in it, for often renewing Baptiſm on others, as 


be- Nor renewing it upon Children, who have been already engage 
the o God; in ſome ſort have been baptiz'd in their Parents 
of Waptiſm, and are horn in Covenant with him. ä 
the 2. I judg one may have as lively a ſenſe of his Anceſtors Bap- 


iſm, and their Engagement for themſelves and their Iffue, as 
or his own perſonal Baptiſm in the 4ncapacity-of his Infancy, 


f which he has no more "remembrance than of the other, 
to hich is to him the ſame thing. : Y 
the 3. There are other ſufficient ways to revive the ſenſe of our 


Duty to God, and of our religious Bonds, viz. by the other re- 
igious Dutys of our Profeſſion, and in particular by the Lord's 
Rapper. | N * 
— may ſay, Suppoſe it be not certain that any but 
mmediate Converts are requir'd to be baptiz d; yet what harm 
an there be in renewing it to their Poſterity, tho it may not 
De neceflary ? | ee 46400885 

1. I ſay, as to the harm of doing it, there will be no more 

or leſs harm in baptizing the Children of Chriftians, on a 


d in-WSuppofition'that they be already fanctify'd in their Parents Ba 
1allyWMWiſm, than there is in rebaptizing Perſons once duly baptiz'd, 
hoer reordaining Minifters once duly ordain d; tis only doing a 
t al hing with great Solemnity in God's Name that is needleſs, and 
Jeu no purpoſe, unleſs ſomething elſe can make it needful beſides 
fon hriſt's Inſtitution, | | | 


2, If it be not neceſſary to be done, then I add, that tho there 
ould be no great harm in doing a thing not neceſſary, yet 
here may be great harm in not leaving others to their liberty, 
nd in urging the neceſſity of ſuch perſonal Baptiſm, in order 
d Church-Communion, if it be not commanded by Chriſt. All 
eedleſs Occaſions of Contention are hurt ful; and therefore tho 
would not meaſure my Duty to God, nor interpret his holy 
-ommand, merely in accommodation to any outward Intereſt, 
o not that of external Quiet and Reſt from contentious Di- 
iſions, at the expence of Truth (ſince our Lord himſelf will 
ave Truth profeſs'd, tho it prove an occaſion of ſetting Fami- 
sat variance, Brother againſt Brother, the Mother againſt the 
aughter, and the Daughter againſt the Mother, Mat. 10. 35.) yet if 
hat I advance.be conſiſtent with Truth, I ſhall think it the bet- 
xr for having a good tendency to promote Peace, and taking a» 
ay many occaſions of unhappy Strife among Chriſtians, as I 


ds it will, For 
| T his 


This will eaſe us of many bitter Controverſys about Baptiſn 

as whether by Immerſion or Effuſion? Whether Infants or A. 
dult Perſons are to be baptiz d in a Chriſt ian Church? Whethe 
by Biſhop or Presbyter ? Since us are all generally defcende( 
from ſome or other Anceſtors, that no doubt have been regw 
larly baptiz d: Nay this may probably prove Quakers to be. 
the Chriftian Church ſtill, tho not baptiz'd themſelves,-whilk 
they are the Seed of baptiz'd Parents, and ſtill own Chriſtianiſ 
ty, as they underſtand it. Nay this may give great eaſe to th 


Clergy, and particularly to Mr. Wall, who, p. 154. is very mul the 
againſt the Dottrine which involves the Baptizer in endleſs Scrupiei ade 
which Infants he may baptize, and which not + and therefore is for BA me < 
tiſm of all Children, the Owners of which deſire Baptiſm for then orſhi 
p. 381. But tho this be a compendious way of ending 'SerupleWortſhi 


as to the Subjects of Baptiſm, yet even ſtill there are many Seri 
2 will meet him again at another turn on his Principles 
or | | 


o 


If every Chriſtian muſt have a particular Baptiſm duly a 
miniſtred to himſelf, and may not be admitted to the Eucharf 
without ſuch Baptiſm, then *tis incumbent on the Adminiſtrat 

or Presbyter to examine into the validity of the Baptiſm of e 
very Communicant : As whether he ever was baptiz'd, or not! 
By whom? Whcther by a Catholick, or a Schiſmatick, or He 
retick? Whether by a Tritheiſt, or a Socinian? Whether by on 
ordain'd aright, or an Intruder? I confeſs I don't think the 
Matters are inquir'd into, in order to Communion either wil 
the Church or Diſſenters, except in ſome Points by the Ant 
pædobaptiſts, who uſually place their main Zeal in this Article At t 

yet I muſt think theſe are needful Queſtions concerning a Con x the 


municant, if a true authentick Baptiſm be neceſſary ro ChrifW1:il ha! 
tian-Communion, and to Salvation among Chriſtians. 1 nſinite 
It would be hard to queſtion Mr. Vall's great care in the ite Mir 
matters, eſpecially now there are, as he owns, ſo many S orſhif 
_ nians in the Church, and out of it; againſt whom he has eas ans an 


his Mind, by ſuch a diſcharge of his heavy and angry CenfWzod is c 


ſures, without much Argument; and declares againſt Comm ry of 
nion in Worſhip with them, who believe Jeſus Chriſt to be in ¶Mfecree 
beſt Nature of finite Dignity aud Capacity (i. e. ſay the Unitarians, MDamna 
other words, to be the firſt-begotten of the Creation, Col. Name Ge 


15. or that the Father is greater than he, as Chriſt himſe Method 


ſpeaks.) I fay, no queftion but Mr. Wall takes care that iſ Man. 
has no ſuch Communicants in his own Pariſh, and I think Mrho ha 
cannot admit any, of whom he is not rationally afſur'd, thWre ſeri 
they were baptiz'd by ſound Catholicks. This is not a matti ers, ſh 
to be looſely tuppos'd in the general, if Baptiſm be ſo neceſſaſſures th 
to Salvation and to Chriſtian Communion, as he ſeems to ſungſoc whe 
pole it to be. | -hurch 
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1 do indeed agree with him, that if he and the Unitarians, 
rian, or Socinian, do worſhip two different Gods, as he is ineli- | 
able to think, pag. 78. he cannot be too wary in admitting em. 
cannot ſee, ſays he, that we worſhip the ſame God, ſince our 
bod is Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt ; i. e. the Unitarians take the 4 
rſt Command according to the Letter, Thou ſhalt have no other 
ods but Me. But Mr. Wall, &c. interprets it, Thou ſhalt have f 
o other Gods but «s Three, and therefore they worſhip not the 
me God. But then let Mr. Vall conſider what follows, That 
the Unitarians worſhip the true God of Mael; that God who ü 
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Wn ade all things, the G and Father of olf Lord Jeſus, and the 
for Bal me God which Feſw Chriſt worſhip'd (who never is aid to 
then orſhip any but his Father) then it follows, that if Mr. Wall 


orſhips another God, tis not that true God; and then I doubt 
e will hardly have the Honour, he derides the Socinians with, 
f being admitted to wear a white Turbant in Stambole. He muft 
en goa little farther off, and among ſome of the remote Jn- - 
Hans may perhaps find ſome Aſſociates, with whom to have bro- 
erly and unenvy'd Communion. I only mention this, to ſhew 
im the Conſequence of his raſh Zeal z not that I think he re- 
ly is for another God than the Socinians or Arians, tho of that 
bod he may have other Notions, as the ſeveral ſorts of Trini- 
trians have different Conceptions of him from each other, 1 
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or Hei N | 
dy onÞray God preſerve him from gratifying his Paſſion and Averſion 

* the 4rians, &c. at ſo dear a rate, as the renouncing the true | 
r wil od for their believing in him, or the admitting many Gods 


ecauſe they hold but one. 


Ant TY 
At this rate, ow many different Gods might an envious Mind 


rticle | 
Con ax the Chriftians with? Thus the ſeveral ſorts of Trinitarians 


ill have ſeveral Gods: Our God, ſays one Trinitarian, is Three 


Chr, 
ite Minds; but, ſays another ſort, our God is but. one Inf 


the ite Mind, with three Modes or Somewhats, c. Ergo, they don't 
So rorſhip the ſame God, according to Mr. Wall. So the Armi- 
eas ian and Calviniſts will have two Gods; for ſays one fide, Our 
Cel od is of a Nature holy and good, he can't will Sin and the Mi- 
omi ry of his Creatures: Our God, ſays the other, does will and 


ecree Sin, and makes Men do it, to pleaſe himſelf in their 


in N 
Damnation, as an Act of Sovereignty 3 Ergo, we have not the 


ans, 1 


ol. Name God, norof the ſame Nature. This is a fine healing 
imſeß Method which Mr. Wall is ſetting up | 

hat Many have wondred how it comes to paſs that the Unitarians, 
nk 10 have the moſt to ſay for themſelves, and whoſe Arguments 
„ thiWre ſerious, ſober and pertinent, by Confeſſion of their Oppo- 
matte ers, ſhould yet be run down with more Odium and bitter Cen- 
ceflanWiiires than any other Sett : but the Solution is not difficult; 
o {uW0c when once any Party, either by the Conſtitution of their 


Church, or by the ſacred Ties of a beneficial Incom, are ob- 
gd to {ubſcribe, or gpenly —— the undoubted everlaſting 
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| Perdition of their Brethren, then the next thing likely to 


vers 


done by a conſiderate Man (whoſe Heart ſmites him for it ànity 
harſh uncommon piece of Cruelty) is to deviſe, and ſtrain, M coun 
aggravate Matters as ill as he can, that he may make th Hans d: 
Perſons look ſomething, like ſuch as are fit to be thus cursꝰd A e See 
 damn't by him; ſince curs d and damn'd, with great SolemnighWm:nu 
they muſt needs he: Left if they ſhould be thus cenſur'd wi eir in 
out a Cauſe, that Text, Fudg not, that ye be not judg d, Mat. And 
1,2. might bode them ill, and frighten them with that ſanfW/cv1; 
Damnation which with ſuch — Confidence..they ha inſti 
openly denonnc'd againſt. their Brethtel. That therefore th r Sup 
may be able td perform their part heartily, tis requiſite ¶tted 
make things look as bad as poitibly they can on the Unitariaſn; . 
tide, and to imagine theſe worſhip another God, and b rents 
pheme Jeſus Chrift, gc. that ſo without 33 they ma cumc 
in open view, chearfully offer em up to the ſoreſt Indignatii m 
of God forever; which if they do eſcape, twill be withoill Th 
much Thanks due to the Diſciples of Vigilius Thapſenſis, | eg. 
This is the more unreaſonable in Mr. Wall, for that he H Bui: 
given us two Characters of fundamental Dottrines, which rr it r. 
o very far to clear the Unitarians from the Charge of Error i o ne. 
Pubdamentala 547, 548. Three Perſons in one and: t all 
fame God, or Infinite Mind, being never expreſly or clearly annicac; 


plainly deliver'd in any Text of Scripture, whatever proof . 
pretended from remote Conſequences, which ſome. fingere Pet 
ſons cannot perceive, no not with'the help of an early Edu 
tion therein, anda ftrong biaſs too from great worldly Int 
refts, which are not wont to blind the Eyes in favour of the lo 
ling fide of a Queſtion. Nor was it in the next place put int 
the moſt antient Creeds, witneſs the common antient c 
calld the Apoſtles Creed; nay even the Nicene Creed never'ds 
termin'd the equality of the Third Perſon to the Father, an 
therefore a part of the Conſtantinopolitan Creed is tack'd to tit 
end of it, and now-a-days it paſſes all together for the Nice 
Creed, as the Learned well know. + i 

But to return (after this digreſſion made neceſſary by M 
Walls Warmth againſt the Unitarians) to the Argument 
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0 Baptiſm; I am ſenlible one Queſtion may ariſe, from what hi 
TE been ſaid about the not baptizing the Seed of Believers, wi 
. Whether a Perſon may communicate at the Lord's Table wh. 
oF is born in Chriſtianity of baptiz'd Parents, but has not beel 


himſelf -baptiz'd in Perſon ? But this will eaſily be determin'd ill + 
1 what has been ſaid, according to the Strength or Weakneſs d 
TRE my main Argument. | 
| For tho Mr, W.-— fays, Of all Abſurditys none ever maintain 
that the Unbaptiz'd ſhould communicate; yet if he will not allow th 
Seed of baptiz'd Parents, for baptiz'd Perſons by virtue of theil 
Chriſtian Birth, he muft either ſhew that the Offspring of 4 

| eV 


* 4, 


to Nevers were in Perſon baptiz'd in the early beginnings of Chi 
it as WW nity, or there will be ſome ground to ſuppoſe, that what he 
n, counts an Abſurdity. was the firſt Practice; and that Chriſ- 

e tha ans did communicate by virtue of their Birth-Privilege, as _ 
Sd e Seed of baptiz'd Parents: ſince they who were bound ta 
mug mmunicate, were not (as far as yet appears) bound to be, in 
wi geir immediate Perſons, baptiz'd. f e 1 
Mat. And if we look to the Fewih Cuſtom, in relation to the iy 7 
t ſan{WS//cz171m of the Paſſover, whence our Lord took the occafion ** 
y hal inſtituting his Supper, we may find yet more countenance for ©. 
e thr Suppoſition, in that all the Female-Communicanys were ad- +»: 
ſite itted without Baptiſm, or any other requir'd, Badg of Initia- 
itariaFW:: ; ſo that they. were but ſuch as deſcended from, circumcis e 
d bla rents, tho the Hales, on ſome other account, were to be firſt - - 
mi cumcis'd. Whence it appears, that if we make the Caſe of 
nation m en to the Lord's Supper parallel to this, we gan only 
vitho . That ſuch as are requir d to be baptiz'd, muſt he ſo be- 
e y communicate, and no others: and then this reſolyes 
he H Buinels into the extent of. the Command for Baptiſm,” whes 
ch vir it reach to the Seed of Proſelytes, or not; otherwiſe there * 
rror i Ho necciity from the nature of the Ordinances themſelves, = 
nd tt all hould be ſolemnly initiated by a Ceremony before com- 
rly an nicacings 8 1 3 
oof HMNow upon the whole, as I have no Intereft, Party, nor 
ce Pelle judice to ſerve (which ſcarcely any but a Layman can trus 
EducalWay) fot am not dogmatical, nor politive in the Matter, buff 
Inte y 1 ce it as a Problem: Nor will I violently defend it, F, 
the l ſhall be altogether as well pleas'd to ſee my Argument fairly © 
ut ini futed, as any one ſhall be to undertake it; and will con- 
Cue ge with Mr. Baxter's Words (in his Catholick Communion doubly 

ver de I flatter no Party, and I logk to gain by none: I have ga- 

r, ae no Church to depend on for Kindneſs, nor is the fear of diſplea- 

ng _ im 4 Biaſs to my fudgment. | 
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